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NIJ has identified some key outcome variables and other parameters of interest for this project
and aso has provided some guidance on possible evauation designs. Applicants may depart
from this guidance by providing appropriate rationae.

NIJ believes that evauating the program’ s outcomes through a national sampling of TCC/CW
gtesis cost-prohibitive. Because of some of the data advantages mentioned in the evaluability
assessment, NIJ asks gpplicants to consder a multi-Site evauation of TCC programs being
implemented in Arizona. NIJ suggests a maximum project length of 4 years,

NIJisinterested in two broad questions regarding program outcomes.

Does the TCC/CW program influence students in terms of academic performance,
involvement in community affairs, and involvement in risk-seeking behaviors? The evduation
should take into account delays of program effects over time.

Suppose that a strong, well-implemented TCC/CW program can produce measurable,
postive short- and long-term outcomes. At what reduced levels or intengties of
implementation are program benefits no longer measurable?

NIJ expects the cogt of this evauation to be no lessthan $1 million. Tota funds available for dl
six evauations covered by this solicitation are gpproximately $5 million.



Evaluability Assessment: Teens, Crime, and Community Program
and Community WorksTraining

SYNOPSIS

Grantee: National Crime Prevention Council (2002—JS-FX-0016)
Grant Period: October 1, 2002—September 30, 2003

Grant Award: $810,000

Funding Higtory: Previoudy, the grant has been funded a the amount of $900,000 a year for
years 1999-2001 and $1,025,000 ayear for 1997 and 1998. The project has aso been
funded by OJIDP in years previousto 1997.

Project Summary: The Nationa Crime Prevention Council (NCPC) and Street Law, Inc.
have been administering the Teens, Crime, and the Community (TCC) program for many years
with OJIDP funding. The program relies on the Community Works (CW) curriculum to provide
training and education to teens to assist them in developing skillsto protect themselves from
becoming crime victims and to hep them avoid drugs and ddlinquent behavior in schools and the
community.

Scope of Evaluation: The evauation would use atest and control group. It isaso possbleto
obtain before and after data on the individualsin the test group and some aggregate deta on the
comparison group. Obtaining “before’ data on the comparison group may be difficult because
individuals will not be identified.

Summary of Evaluability Assessment Activity: Consultant reviewed materids reated to the
project, including the grant application, program brochures, the CW training notebook, and
more. On February 20, 2003, consultant and Ed Zedlewski, NI1J Senior Scientist, met with
NCPC project staff, which included Jack Cahoun, Steve Edwards, Marilyn Bassett, and Lori
Jackson. Meeting participants viewed a PowerPoint presentation on the project, and consultant
and Dr. Zedlewski conducted in-depth interviews of key project staff. In the following weeks,
they vidited three expansion center stes—Rhode Idand/New England, Arizona, and South
Caralina. Summary reports from the three Ste vigts are included in this assessment.

Findings: While the CW program can be evaduated using the Arizona demondration Ste's
format, tracking youth cohorts for severd years will be expensive. In addition, it may be
impossible to prove, reliably and definitively, that taking the CW curriculum prevented teens
from becoming victims or acquiring crimina records severd years later. Too many other
variables (e.g., finding role models outsde the CW program or having strong mord behavior
before entering the CW program) aso may have influenced the teens' behavior. Therefore,
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causality cannot be demongtrated easily. Such short-term gods asimprovement in self-esteem,
involvement in school and community projects, or learning about the law can be tested more
reiably.

ANALYSIS

What is already known about projects like these? What could an evaluation of this
project add to what is known?

Quite abit of research related to risk factors shows that a youth's environment (home,
neighborhood, school) can influence future behavior in terms of delinquent acts or a productive
life* The more ateen is exposed to high risk factors, the grester the likelihood of delinquency.
Some research shows that exposing youths to positive factors, such as the presence of helpful
role models or education and training in problem solving, impulse control, and esteem building,
aso helps build and foster resiliency to dedl with risk factors? The Law-Related Education
(LRE) program, developed by Street Law, Inc. has been in existence for more than 20 years.
Theinitid LRE programs targeted youths under the control of juvenile courts. The educationd
thrust focuses on teaching the values of the rule of law and democracy and principles and kills
to function lawfully. The first LRE program was introduced into the Alexandria Juvenile Court
System under Chief Judge Joseph Petersin the early 1980s.

In this project, NCPC has teamed with Street Law, Inc. to develop and deliver the CW
curriculum to teenagers around the country. The CW curriculum is delivered in a variety of
settings—middle and high schools, community centers with after-school programs, juvenile
court and corrections facilities, and more. The training is dso delivered by avariety of trainers—
teachers, police officers, probation officers, community members, Americorps staff, and others.
It isavery comprehensive and well thought out program with years of foundationa experience
(i.e, NCPC' s prior training efforts and the extensive history of LRE). Unlike programs that rely
solely on classroom teaching (i.e., Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.®)), the CW
program aso includes youth-directed “ action projects’ designed to provide teenswith a
practica experience of improving the school and community environments. A comprehensve
evauaion of this program would help determine the influence of the combination of activities—
CW training curriculum, exposure to role model/resource persons, and the action projects—on
reducing teen victimization and helping youths become resilient enough to avoid ddinquent
behavior.

What audiences would benefit from this evaluation?

Audiences interested in the evauation of this program would include juvenile justice fidd
practitioners and researchers, some people in the hedth and welness field, school
adminigrators and educators, and Federal agencies that fund juvenile prevention-related
programs.



What could they do with the findings?

Positive findings would help school administrators make more informed choices about how
vauable curriculum hours should be dlocated.

I s grantee interested in being evaluated?

This grantee isinterested in being evaduated. NCPC feds that a pogtive evauation would help it
market the program, especialy to school administrators. NCPC indicated thet its staff would
cooperate and help support an evauation.

Arelocal sitesinterested in being evaluated?

NCPC has contracted with Caliber Associates to do some preliminary process evauation work
and develop an outcome evauation plan. In terms of process evauation, the contractor
conducted a survey of CW sites and visited several expansion centers to conduct more in-depth
interviews on CW usage. The contractor has delivered a draft report and a draft “ next steps’ on
outcome evauation. Threeloca sites were visited, and each expressed interest and support for
an evauation.

What is the background/history of the program?

Under the Teens, Crime, and Community Program, NCPC has been working with communities;
schools, and Federd, State, and local governments to implement mentoring and educationd
programs for youths. TCC, created in 1985 with OJIDP funding, is a partnership between
NCPC and Street Law, Inc. The latest curriculum is caled “ Community Works: Smart Teens
Make Safer Communities.”

The entire TCC program includes:

Training youths usng the CW curriculum, which includes 31 sessons of interactive lessons
dedling with such topics as guns, violence, gangs, hate crimes, substance abuse, conflict
management, and preventing victimization.

Using community resource people (e.g., teachers, police officers, doctors, lavyers) asrole
modes to help ddiver the curriculum.

Guiding youths to implement “action projects’ (e.g., school or neighborhood cleanups,
conducting essay or poster sessons on crime prevention) that alow teens to apply what
they have learned to school and community settings.

NCPC reportsindicate that CW has more than 1,400 users and has reached 700,000 teens
across the United States. The program relies on 11 expansion centers, regiondly located
throughout the country, that serve as mini-program offices to hdp adminigter the curriculum and
overseeloca user Stes.



Does headquarters monitor fidelity of implementation?

Program management monitors the program but aso alows and encourages flexibility in the
local programs. NCPC and Street Law, Inc. staff oversee the 11 expansion centers. In turn, the
expanson center staff overseeloca CW user sites (amiddle or high schooal, for example, or a
community after-school center) that actudly ddiver the training. Because NCPC and Street
Law, Inc. are not paying large sums of money to the expansion center staff (the average
subgrant is about $15,000 ayear) and are not paying loca teachers and trainers a al, they have
to be flexible to get program buy-in. In addition, local schools often fit the CW curriculum into
another core curriculum, such as hedlth or civics. Thus, teachers may pick and choose
curriculum lessons that meet certain needs at the time and skip over others.

What are the headquarters’' rolesin the program?

The main roles of NCPC and Street Law, Inc. staff are to (1) support expansion center staff,
(2) train new resource personsin the use of the CW curriculum, (3) help with technica
assistance, and (4) provide the CW curriculum to trainers. The program aso has a newdetter
and Web site.

What population does the program target?

The target population is young people in the age range of 12 to 18 years—from teensin schools
to juveniles under the control of the juvenile justice system.

What are the project’s goals and objectives?

Project gods areto (1) reduce teen victimization, (2) involve youthsin podtive servicein
schools and communities, and (3) reduce delinquent behavior. Additiondly, the program aimsto
help youths develop positive attitudes toward teachers, school, law enforcement and authority;
rase ther self-eteem; improve their sense of responsibility; reduce their disruptive behavior in
schoals, and improve their communication skills.

What project activities comprise the interventions?

The main project activitiesinclude (1) ddivering the CW curriculum in an interactive style in
schools, community centers, juvenile court and corrections facilities, and other venues; (2) using
resource people to serve as trainers and role modds, and (3) enabling young people to engage
in“action projects’ that dlow them to apply the principles they have learned in the training to
improve their schools or neighborhoods.

What isthe logic that connects project activities to project goals?

Y ouths face risk factorsin their homes, neighborhoods, and schoals; they dso have afear of
becoming crime victims. Most youths have some desire to be part of acommunity (eg., a
school or neighborhood) but that notion has to be nurtured. TCC programs assume that youths,
brought together in natura settings and provided with positive role model steachers, can learn to
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avoid victimization and crime, gain saif esteem and a sense of respongbility, develop leedership
skills, and become productive members of society through lessons based on the CW curriculum
and gpplied in “action plans”

I sthelogic supportable by empirical evidence?
Some previous research has underscored the vaidity of these assumptions.®

Arethere apparent contradictions or conflicts between certain activities and the
outcomes expected?

No. The activities are well designed to produce the desired outcomes. Of course, the
implementation of the activities makes dl the difference. All teachers/resource people are not the
same—they do not dl have the same enthusiasm, teaching skills, and time—and they do not all
command the same respect from the teens. In addition, in some instances, the full program is not
adways ddivered.

I sthe project being implemented as advertised?

NCPC and Street Law, Inc. have implemented the project as planned at the management level.
At thefield leve, the program isimplemented flexibly by various Stes. All teachers or resource
people receaive training in CW before they can ddiver it. However, depending on the
circumstances of the gte, teachers may deliver lessons on an ad hoc basis rather than in amore
complete manner. The CW curriculum is often used to supplement such other core classes as
civics or socia studies. In South Carolina, CW was used to supplement the Street Law text.
Funding does not dlow mogt of the expansion centers to closdy monitor the training activities of
CW users after they have been trained.

At what stage of implementation are sites?

The sSites represent amix and variety of implementation styles and stages. The Cdiber process
evaduation found that “ among respondents who were implanting CW, there were low rates of
implementation as intended.” The evaluation aso noted that of the 15 CW Sites observed, none
was implementing CW as a“truly stand-alone course.” In fact, only one ste offered more than
30 contact hours. The most promising Sites seem to be the “demongtration Sites,” such as
Arizona, that are in the process of implementing more consstently defined programs.

What are the staffing levels?

At the NCPC and Street Law, Inc. management leve, the project funds two program directors
from each organization nearly full time. These program directors divide the oversight of the
expangon center Sites. The project aso partidly funds other management and support staff.
Altogether, the project funds nearly five full-time employees (FTES) in both organizations for 1
year.



At the 11 expansion centers, the funding permits about 5 to 10 percent of an FTES timeto help
adminigter the program, with the exception of demondration stes, which recelve alittle more
funding for saff.

I sthe project stable over time?

The program has been very stable over time. The TCC program began in 1985. The current
version of the CW curriculum has been used for severd years. The experiences of the
expangon center Steswith the CW curriculum vary from more than 10 years to recently.
However, new locd stes are developing every day as the program is marketed by NCPC,
Street Law, Inc., and the regional expansion centers.

What outcomes could be assessed? By what measures?

It is possible to evauate the outcome of the CW training in afully implemented and carefully
monitored setting. The outcome measures might include lower teen victimization, greater teen
involvement in positive community/school projects, and lower teen ddinquency.

What alternative evaluation designs would work (before/after; comparison group)?
How could an appropriate comparison group be created? Are sample sizes statistically
significant? I srandom assignment possible?

The best mode for evauation is the program being developed by the Arizona demondration
ste. It matches ateam of teacher and police (school resource officer (SRO)) or probation
officer to ddiver the curriculum to middle school students. The teaching team would ddliver the
CW curriculum to sdlected students. For example, in agiven middle schoal, there might be three
civicsteachers a the same grade levd. Each teacher might have 125-150 students overal who
receive lessons in classrooms of 25-30 students each. One of the civics teachers (teacher A)
would be selected to pair with an SRO and be part of the demondration. This team would

teach the CW curriculum to 125-150 students. The contact time would be about 45 minutes a
day, 5 days aweek, for a school quarter (16 weeks). This would be the test group. The other
250300 students who aso take civics at the same grade level would serve as the comparison

group.

In addition to the smilarly Stuated comparison group, evauators might be able to gather
“before-and-after” data on the test group of students and more aggregate data on the
comparison group. It is unlikely, however, that “before” data could be gathered on the
comparison group, Since the students would not be identified by name. One would have to rely
on aggregate “before” datafor the class asawhole. If the target test group began the CW
curriculum in the eighth or ninth grade, schoal, crimind justice, and self-report data could
possibly be tracked severd years later while the teens are ill in high school. It may dso be
possible to track this data in aggregate for the comparison group. The use of random assgnment
does not seem likely. It would be too disruptive for the schools to administer.



Since the Arizona program plans to select 30 teams, the sample Sizes of the test and comparison
groups at the school should be adequate. For example, the test group could number more than
2,000 students.

What strengths and weaknesses do the designs have?

The strength of the design is the sample size and built-in comparison group. The main weakness
isthe varigbility of the teaching efforts—some teams will have better teachers than others, some
teamswill deliver more lessons than others. To make the design work, the ste will have to be
monitored to ensure some level of consstency acrass schools. For example, al teams will have
to deliver aminimum number of CW lessons, dl teamswill have to implement action projects,
efc. To have the maximum potentia impact, the CW curriculum should be ddlivered to the test
group for the entire year—16 weeks is not long enough. In addition, the teams and schools will
aso have to maintain better records than they do now (e.g., which students missed lessons,
which did not participate in action projects, etc.). Also, to maintain consstency, the training
teams cannot change during the year of training.

Another weakness of the design is the inability to control extraneous variables. For example, the
evauation design does not control the extent to which the control group students recaive training
amilar to CW from their parents, boy and girl scouts or clubs, sports teams, or other means.
Nor doesit contral for the fact that the test group students might aso receive citizenship or
other training or beinvolved in other extracurricular activities that have an influence on them that
overrides the CW influence (e.g., finding role modds outsde of the CW program or having
strong mora behavior before entering the CW program). Some of this extraneous influence on
the test group could be examined by self-report instruments, but it would be costly.

Thus, the evaduation design may be reliable to test some of the short-term gods (e.g.,
improvement in salf-esteem, involvement in school and community projects, learning about the
law, etc.). However, the methodologica shortcomings may be too significant to reliably evauate
the long-term outcomes (i.e., avoiding victimization and ddinquency).

How long in duration would the evaluation be?

Idedlly, the evaluation should begin tracking students who receive the CW curriculum in eighth
or ninth grade. The students should receive the curriculum for 1 full year. These students should
then be tracked through at least 11th grade. Thus, the evaluation would last aminimum of 3
years.



What aspects of the project make an evaluation more difficult?

Monitoring to ensure congstency of implementation will be time consuming and cosily. The Sites
do not receive enough funding to conduct extensive monitoring. These evauation funds may be
needed to supplement this task. In addition, the existing record keeping may need to be
supplemented with special record keeping, such as standard descriptions to compare action
projects and student eva uations after certain lessons. The evauator may need to take annual
sdlf-report surveys of asample of the test and comparison students.

What specific outcome variables would be included? What specific activity measures
and implementation measures would be included?

It will be important for the evauator to work carefully with the program to ensure agreement on
the definitions and measurability of outcome measures. Some examples include the following:

Activity measures Short-term outcomes L ong-term outcomes
Number of CW dites Number of teenswho show | Reduction in teen victimizatior
improvement in
communication, problem
solving, and other skills
Number of teens receiving Number of teenswho show | Reduction in ddinquent
CW lessons; number of improvement in atitudes behavior
lessons ddlivered toward teachers, schoal, law
enforcement, and authority
Number of resource Number of teenswhose sdlf- | Increase in teen involvement
people/teachers involved; esteem improves in school and community
typologies of resource people improvement projects
Number of action projects Number of teenswho Number of teens whose
involving teens demonstrate an improved grades improve
sense of responsbility
Number of schools Reduction in number of
implementing CW as core disruptive behaviors at school
curriculum

The evaluator will have to use or develop standard instruments that measure sdlf-esteem,
leadership ability, and other attitudes.

Can services delivered be identified?

The teachers need to provide much more documentation about what they do in terms of
delivering the CW curriculum. For example, they may need to document the lessons delivered
to which students on which days. Not al lessons are ddivered during a semester. Not al
students attend class every day. It may aso be necessary to develop some evauation instrument
on teaching styles, which may have an impact on learning.




Can target populations be tracked over time?

Severd different tracking systems are required to provide data for the evauation. The trainers
can maintain some of the needed records—Ileve of training ddlivered, student attendance, and
details of action projects. Some information, such as changes in attitudes and knowledge about
the law and authority, improvement in problem solving or decisonmaking, new atitudes about
responsbility and leadership, the incidence of past and future victimization and delinquent acts,
will have to come from the student groups by way of sdlf-report instruments. The chalengeisto
get parental consent for the teens' saif reporting.

Another chdlenge will be getting access to the school records and justice system records to
track test and comparison groups with such data as grades, in-school behavior records, and
juvenile arrest records.

Would the evaluator have to generate new or additional data?

It depends on the extent to which the demongtration Site received enough funding to adequately
monitor the implementation of the CW curriculum. In order to evauate the consstency of the
program, reporting and monitoring will have to be done to ensure that the teaching teams remain
congtant, training of teachersis smilar, the same number of CW lessons are delivered, the
teaching styles are smilar (or not different enough to be an extraneous varigble), action projects
areimplemented, and more. If the demonstration Site cannot do dl the monitoring and reporting,
then the evauator will have to supplement the resourcesto do it.

I sthereroutine reporting of specific data from the local sites?

Expangon centers report summary information on the number of presentations they made of the
CW program. They aso report the number of new loca training Sites and new trainers. They
report on the number of new trainers who were trained in the CW curriculum. However, thereis
no congstency in the reports by loca sites on how often and to whom they ddlivered the CW
curriculum.

CONCLUSIONS

While the CW program can be evaluated using the Arizona demondration site format, tracking
youth cohorts for severa yearswill be expensive. In addition, it till may not be possible to
reliably and definitively prove a clear causd relationship between teens taking the CW
curriculum and severd years later not being victims or having a crimind record. It Smply may
not be possible to account for al possible extraneous variables that may have influenced the
teens behavior (e.g., finding role modes outside of the CW program or having strong moral
behavior before entering the CW program).

The appendixes to this report discuss findings from the review of the three expanson centersin
Arizona (gppendix A), New England (Rhode Idand) (gppendix B), and South Carolina
(appendix C). In summary, the Stes vary considerably by the degree to which they have
implemented the CW curriculum in a comprehensive and consstent manner. Multisite
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comparisons of the expansion centers would be largdly descriptive, and a synthesis of results
would require consderable professond judgment.

In terms of commondities among the three Stes, they al follow the same basic program: They
use the same CW curriculum, recruit and train new resource people, and use NCPS and Street
Law, Inc. astechnicd assstance resources. The stes differ in the following ways.

Some of the centers have sites that implement a“full” curriculum, but most do not.

The degree to which loca dtesimplement the “action project” with classes varies
congderaly.

The centers do not have the resources to extensvely monitor how the locd sitesimplement
the program.

NOTES

1. Seetraining materids that are based on the work of J. David Hawkins and Richard F.
Catalano: Developmental Research and Programs, Inc., Communities That Care: Risk-
Focused Prevention Using the Social Development Strategy; An Approach to Reducing
Adolescent Problem Behaviors, 1993, NCJ 143996.

2. Wright, N.D., From Risk to Resiliency: The Role of Law-Related Education, Calabasas,
Cdifornia. Center for Civic Education, 1996.

3. Gottfredson, D., and G. Gottfredson, “ Qudity of School-Based Prevention Programs.
Resultsfrom aNationd Survey,” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 39 (1)
(2002).

11



Appendix A: Arizona TCC Expansion Center

SYNOPS S

Contact: Joannie Delgado Wilson, academy program coordinator,
Joannie.Delgado@azflse.org, 602—-340-7279, Arizona Foundation for Legd Services &
Education

Funding: NCPC has sdlected the Arizona Foundation for Legal Services & Education
(AZFLS& E) as ademondration ste for the TCC program. As such, NCPC is providing more
funding than it provides to the regular expansion Stes. In this case, AZFLS& E will receive
$51,000 from NCPC—and match these funds with its own $31,200 “in kind” services and
$8,000in “in kind” services from Stregt Law, Inc.

Scope of Evaluation: The evauation would use atest and control group. It is possible to
obtain before-and-after data on individuals in the test group and some aggregate data on the
comparison group. The “before” data on the control group may be more difficult to obtain
because individuals will not be identified.

Summary of Evaluability Assessment Activity: Consultant interviewed the locd project
director (PD) by telephone, reviewed the current grant application and other materials about the
foundation, and talked with NCPC staff about the site. On March 20, 2003, consultant visited
the Ste with Ed Zedlewski, senior scientist a NIJ, and Cornelia Sorenson of NIJ s evaluation
unit. During this vist, the Site vist team conducted detailed interviews of the PD, Jeffrey
Schrade, Technology Education Coordinator, and Susan Nusall, State L RE Program
Coordinator. The team aso interviewed a police officer/trainer from the city of Chandler.

Finding: Of the three TCC expansion centers visted, the Arizona Ste shows the most promise
for implementing and helping manage aloca program evauation.

ANALYSIS

Grantee Level of Cooperation: This sub-granteeisinterested in being evauated and feds
that a pogtive evauation would help market the program, especialy to school adminigtrators.
Thereisno loca evauation.

Background: Since 2000, the AZFL S& E has managed the Law Related Education Academy
for the State of Arizonaand ddiverstraining to school safety officers, in conjunction with the
State department of education, under Arizona s mandated program to create safer schools.
Since January 2002, the foundation has trained more than 90 police and probation officers
(school safety officers funded by the State) in the TCC program. However, due to limited
funding, subsequent to providing the training to the officers, the foundation was not able to offer
any followup technica assistance or monitor the delivery of training. As a consequence, the
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foundation did not track the extent to which officers delivered CW training after they received
the foundation’ s training.

NCPC recently asked AZFL S& E to become a demondtration site for the TCC program. This
will provide more funding to the foundation and dlow it to do more followup and monitoring.

What population does the program target?

The target population isteensin the age range of 12—18 years. The youths range from teensin
schoals to juveniles under the contral of the juvenile justice system.

What are the project goals and objectives?

Project gods areto (1) reduce teen victimization, (2) involve youthsin postive service in
schools and communities, and (3) reduce ddlinquent behavior. Additiona objectives include
developing positive attitudes toward their teachers, school, law enforcement and authority;
raisng ther saf-esteem; improving ther sense of respongibility; reducing their disruptive
behavior in schools; and improving their communication skills.

What project activities comprise the interventions?

The main project activities are (1) ddivering the CW curriculum in an interactive style in schools,
(2) using resource people to serve as trainers and role modds, and (3) involving youthsin
“action projects’ tha dlow them to gpply the principles they have learned in the training to
improve their schools and neighborhoods.

What is the logic that connects project activities to project goals?

Y ouths face risk factorsin their homes, neighborhoods, and schools. They dso have afear of
becoming crime victims. Most youths have some desire to be part of acommunity (eg., a
school or neighborhood), but that notion has to be nurtured. The TCC program assumes that
youths, brought together in natural settings and provided with positive role model s'teachers, can
learn to avoid victimization and crime, gain salf-esteem and a sense of respongbility, develop
leadership skills, and become productive members of society through lessons based on the CW
curriculum and gpplied in “action projects”

I sthelogic supportable by empirical evidence?

Some previous research has underscored the vaidity of these assumptions (see Gottfredson and
Gottfredson).

Arethere apparent contradictions or conflicts between certain activities and the
outcomes expected?

No. The activities are well designed to produce the desired outcomes. Of course, the
implementation of the activities makes dl the difference. All teachers/resource people are not the
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same—they do not dl have the same enthusiasm and teaching skills—and they do not command
the same respect from the teens. In addition, in some instances, the full program is not aways
delivered.

I mplementation | ssues. The implementation of the TCC program in Arizona has been
flexible. The foundation has not had the staff resources to follow up on the individua
Stegtrainers to see to what degree they have delivered the CW curriculum. Now that the
expangon center has become a demondration site, with some additiond funding from the
project, staff may be able to establish more consstent programming. Currently, the foundation is
testing a new program format. They are attempting to match police and probation officerswith
teachers to create 30 teams throughout the State. The teaching team would deliver the CW
curriculum to selected students. For example, in agiven middle schoal, there might be three
civics teachers at the same grade level. Each teacher might have 125-150 students overall who
receive lessons in classrooms of 25-30 students each. One of the civics teachers (teacher A)
would be selected to pair with an SRO and be part of the demondration. This team would
teach the CW curriculum to 125-150 students. The contact time would be about 45 minutes a
day, 5 days aweek, for a school quarter (16 weeks).

Evaluation Design: The above format may present an opportunity for evaluation. The students
who are taught the CW curriculum by these new teams would be the test group; the other
sudentsin the same grade who did not receive the CW curriculum might be the control group.

In addition to the smilarly stuated comparison group, evauators might be able to gather before-
and-after data on the test group of students and more aggregated before-and-after data on the
comparison group. If the target test group began the CW curriculum in the eghth or ninth grade,
one might be able to track school, crimind justice, and sdf-report data severa years later while
the teens are ill in high school. It may dso be possible to track this datain aggregate for the
comparison group. The use of random assignment does not seem likely. 1t would be too
disruptive for the schools to administer.

Since the Arizona program plans to select 30 teams, the sample Sizes of the test and comparison
groups at the school should be adequate. For example, the test group could number more than
2,000 students.

What strengths and weaknesses do the designs have?

The gtrength of the design is the sample size and built-in comparison group. The main weakness
isthe variability of the teaching efforts. Some teams will have better teachers than others; some
teamswill deliver more lessons than others. To make the design work, the steswill haveto be
monitored to ensure some leve of consstency across schools. For example, dl teamswill have
to ddiver aminimum number of CW lessons, dl teams will have to implement action projects,
etc. In addition, the teams and schools will have to maintain better records than they do now,
maintaining data on topics such as which students missed lessons or did not participate in action
projects.
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Another weskness of the design isthe inability to control extraneous variables. For example, the
evauation design does not control the extent to which the control group students receive training
smilar to CW from their parents, boy and girl scouts or clubs, sports teams, or other means.
Nor doesit control for the fact that the test group students might also receive citizenship or
other training or be involved in other extracurricular activities that have an influence on them that
overrides the CW influence. Some of this extraneous influence on the test group could be
examined by sdlf-report instruments, but it would be costly.

Measurement Model: It will be important for the evaluator to work closdly with the program
to ensure agreement on the definitions and measurakility of the outcome measures. Some

examplesinclude the following:

Activity measures

Short-term outcomes

L ong-term outcomes

Number of CW Sites

Number of teens who show
improvement in
communication, problem
solving, and other skills

Reduction in teen victimizatior

Number of teensreceiving
CW lessons, number of
lessons ddlivered

Number of teens who show
improvement in attitudes
toward teachers, school, law
enforcement, and authority

Reduction in ddinquent
behavior

Number of resource
peoplelteachers involved;

Number of teens whose sdlf-
esteem improves

Increase in teen involvement
in school and community

typologies of resource people improvement projects
Number of action projects Number of teenswho Number of teens whose
involving teens demonstrate an improved grades improve

sense of responsbility
Number of schools Reduction in number of
implementing CW as core disruptive behaviors at school
curriculum

The evaduator will have to use or develop standard instruments that measure sdlf-esteem,
leadership abilities, and other attitudes.

Can services delivered be identified?

The teachers need to provide much more documentation about what they do in terms of
delivering the CW curriculum. For example, they may need to document which lessons were
delivered to which students on which days. Not dl lessons are delivered during a semester. Not
al sudents attend class every day.

15




Can target populations be tracked over time?

Severd different tracking systems are required to provide data for the evauation. The trainers
can maintain some of the needed records—data on the leve of training ddlivered, student
attendance, details of action projects, etc. Some information, such as data on changesin
attitudes and knowledge about the law and authority, improvement in problem solving or
decisonmaking, new attitudes about responsbility and leadership, and the incidence of past and
future victimization and delinquent acts, will have to come from the student groups by way of
sef-report instruments. The chalenge isto get parental consent for the teens' sdlf reporting.

Another chdlenge will be getting access to school and justice system records to track test and
comparison groups with such data as grades, in-school behavior records, and juvenile arrest
records.

Would the evaluator have to generate new or additional data?

It depends on the extent to which the demongtration Site received enough funding to adequately
monitor the implementation of the CW curriculum. In order to evauate the consstency of the
program, reporting and monitoring will have to be done to ensure that the teaching teams remain
congant, training of teachersis smilar, the same number of CW lessons are delivered, the
teaching styles are amilar (or not different enough to be an extraneous variable), action projects
areimplemented, and more. If the demonstration Site cannot do al the monitoring and reporting,
then the evauator will have to supplement the resourcesto do it.

I sthereroutine reporting of specific data from the local sites?

Expangon centers report summary information on the number of presentations they made of the
CW program. They aso report the number of new loca training Sites and new trainers. They
report on the number of new trainers who were trained in the CW curriculum. However, thereis
no congstency in the reports by local sites on how often and to whom they delivered the CW
curriculum.

CONCLUSIONS

An evauaion of the TCC program as implemented at the Arizona demondration Steis
possible. However, the rdiability and strength of the causd links—proving that the CW
curriculum was responsible for any long-term changes the youth displayed (e.g., no
victimization, no delinquency)—are tenuous.
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Appendix B: New England TCC Expansion Center

SYNOPSIS
Contact: John Mattson, jomattson@aol.com, 401-854-5506, ext. 116

Funding: Theloca program received $17,000 in funding from NCPC in 2002. About $13,000
of the funding was used to reimburse some labor cogts, the rest was used for materids,
transportation, and a cluster conference (to bring dl training sites together for a meeting).

Summary of Evaluability Assessment Activity: Consultant interviewed project director by
telephone, reviewed materias (grant application, annua report for 2002), and talked with
NCPC daff about the ste. On March 5, 2003, consultant visited the site with Ed Zedlewski,
senior scientist a NIJ. During thisvist, the site visit team conducted a detailed interview of the
project director. The team aso interviewed a police officer/ trainer at aWarwick, Rhode Idand,
middle school and observed him teach amodule to 11 students. In addition, the team met with
two other program trainer/facilitators.

Finding: Thereistoo much variability and not enough consistency in the way that the loca Stes
use the CW curriculum to conduct an empirica evauation of the TCC program at this
expansion center.

ANALYSIS

Grantee Level of Cooperation: Thisgranteeisinterested in being evauated and fedsthat a
positive evauation would help market the program, especialy to school adminigrators. Thereis
no locd evaudion.

Background: The Warwick Y outh Program Advisory and Prevention Committee (WY PAPC)
has been an expansion center for NCPC’'s TCC program for 13 years. It has been delivering
the CW curriculum for severd years. Eight to 10 trainers deliver CW in avariety of settings
including middle schools, truancy courts, community centers, and other after-school program

settings.

Program Design: The target population for the program is 12- to 18-year-old youths. The
program gods include the following:

Develop leadership ability—promote leadership involvement at school.
Advance participant strengths—promote a career orientation.

Provide posgitive role moddls, idedls, and opportunities in the community—promote
community involvement.

Reduce delinquent behavior.
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What project activities comprise the interventions?

The main project activities are (1) deivering the CW curriculum in an interactive style in schools,
community centers, juvenile court and corrections facilities, and other venues; (2) using resource
people to serve astrainers and role modes, and (3) enabling youths to engage in “action
projects’ that alow them to gpply the principles they have learned in the training to improve
their schools or neighborhoods.

What is the logic that connects project activities to project goals?

Y ouths face risk factors in their homes, neighborhoods, and schools. They also have afear of
becoming crime victims. Most youths have some desire to be part of acommunity (eg., a
schoal or neighborhood) but that notion has to be nurtured. The TCC program assumes that
youths, brought together in natura settings and provided with positive role mode s'teachers, can
learn to avoid victimization and crime, gain salf-esteem and a sense of respongbility, develop
leadership skills, and become productive members of society through lessons based on the CW
curriculum and gpplied in “action projects”

I sthelogic supportable by empirical evidence?

Some previous research has underscored the vaidity of these assumptions (see Gottfredson and
Gottfredson).

Arethere apparent contradictions or conflicts between certain activities and the
outcomes expected?

No. The activities are well designed to produce the desired outcomes. Of course, the
implementation of the activities makes dl the difference. All teachers/resource people are not the
same—they do not dl have the same enthusiasm and teaching skills—and they do not dl
command the same respect from the teens. In addition, in some instances, the full program is not
aways delivered.

Implementation | ssues: The project director has extensive experience in youth programs and
puts a great ded of effort into them, obvioudy working far more than the minima compensation
that NCPC provides. In addition to the project director, who works part-time on the program,
there are 8-12 active trainers, who ddliver the CW training on a part-time basis. Mot of the
traners are not paid. They deliver the training on a volunteer bass or are paid by their own
employer (e.g., police department, Americorps).

The curriculum has avariety of modules. Many of the trainers pick and choose modules
depending on the setting and the cooperation of the school adminigtrators, juvenile court judges,
after-school program adminigtrators, and others. For example, in the middle school visited, the
police officer was ddivering CW once aweek for 1 hour over 9 weeks. The school wasfitting
the curriculum into one-quarter of the main hedth curriculum. Thus, the program isimplemented
inavariety of ways. It may be difficult to find what would be consdered full and complete
implementation in many of the training settings.
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Evaluation Design: Thereistoo much variability and not enough consistency in the way that
local stes use the CW curriculum to conduct an empirica evauation of the program at this
expansion cente.

M easurement M odels: N/A

Data: Because of limited staff resources, very little datais collected by the expansion center
about who receives the CW curriculum and how often.

CONCLUSIONS

Thereistoo much variability and not enough consstency in the way the locd sites use the CW
curriculum to conduct an empirica evauation of the program at this expanson center.
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Appendix C: South Carolina TCC Expansion Center

SYNOPSIS

Contact: LisaBurgess, lisa.burgess@scbar.org, 803-252-5139
Funding: Approximately $15,000 in 2001.

Scope of Evaluation: See“Finding.”

Summary of Evaluability Assessment Activity: Consultant reviewed materids (grant
gpplication, annua report for 2002) and talked with NCPC staff about the site. On March 24,
2003, consultant visited the Site with Ed Zedlewski, senior scientist at NIJ, and Corndlia
Sorensen, of NIJEs evaduation unit. During this vist, the Site visit team conducted a detailed
interview of the project director and dso interviewed a teacher/ trainer by phone.

Finding: Thereistoo much variability and not enough consstency in how the locd sites use the
CW curriculum to conduct an empirical evauation of the program at this expanson center.

ANALYSIS

Grantee Level of Cooperation: Thisgranteeisinterested in being evduated and fedsthat a
positive evauation would help market the program, especialy to school adminigrators. Thereis
no local evauation.

Background: The South CarolinaBar Law Related Education (LRE) Division serves as an
expangon center for the TCC program and CW training. The South Carolina Bar LRE divison
uses CW, aong with other curriculums (such asthe Street Law book), to deliver law-related
education to sudents throughout the State. The division works with teachers, law enforcement
officers, other juvenile justice gaff, lawyers, and others to deliver the CW curriculum. The
divison conducts awareness sessions to recruit new trainers and users. The divisonis
collaborating with the Department of Public Safety to ddliver an awareness program at the
annual Statewide conference for school resource officers.

In an effort to get more acceptance from the State school system, the division hired a consultant
and had the CW curriculum corrdated to South Carolina socid studies standards.
Unfortunately, CW was not approved by the State to be an gpproved schoal text.

Program Design: Thetarget population is 14- to 18-year-old teens.
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What are the project goals and objectives?

Project gods areto (1) reduce teen victimization, (2) involve youthsin podtive servicein
schools and communities, and (3) reduce ddlinquent behavior. Additiona objectives include
developing positive attitudes toward teachers, schoal, law enforcement and authority; raising
sef-esteem; improving the sense of responghbility; reducing disruptive behavior in schools; and
improving communication skills

What project activities comprise the interventions?

The main project activitiesinclude (1) ddivering the CW curriculum in an interactive style in
schools and other outreach locations; (2) using resource people to serve astrainers and role
models, and (3) enabling youths to engage in “action projects’ that alow them to gpply the
principles they have learned in the training to improve their schools or neighborhoods.

What is the logic that connects project activities to project goals?

Y ouths face risk factors in their homes, neighborhoods, and schools. They aso have afear of
becoming crime victims. Most youths have some desire to be part of acommunity (eg., a
school or neighborhood) but that notion has to be nurtured. The TCC program assumes that
youths, brought together in natura settings and provided with positive role mode s'teachers, can
learn to avoid victimization and crime, gain sdf-esteem and a sense of respongbility, develop
leadership skills, and become productive members of society through lessons based on the CW
curriculum and gpplied in “action projects.”

I sthelogic supportable by empirical evidence?

Some previous research has underscored the vaidity of these assumptions (see Gottfredson and
Gottfredson).

Are there apparent contradictions or conflicts between certain activities and the
outcomes expected?

No. The activities are well designed to produce the desired outcomes. Of course, the
implementation of the activities makes dl the difference. All teachers/resource people are not the
same—they do not dl have the same enthusiasm and teaching skills—and they do not command
the same respect from the teens. In addition, in some ingtances, the full program is not dways
delivered.

I mplementation I ssues. The CW curriculum isimplemented in avery flexible manner. The
expansion center staff do not have the resources to comprehensively track the users to see how
fully or completely they are ddivering the program. For example, the Street Law text is used
more fully in the classroom as part of socid studies. A teacher who has been trained to use CW
may use asingle module in place of or to supplement a Street Law module.
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Evaluation Design: Thereistoo much variability and not enough consistency in the way that
local stes use the CW curriculum to conduct an empirica evauation of the program at this
expansion cente.

Measurement Model: N/A

Data: Because of limited staff resources, the expansion center collects very little data about
who receives the CW curriculum and how often.

CONCLUSIONS

Thereistoo much variability and not enough consstency in the way thet local sites use the CW
curriculum to conduct an empirica evauation of the program at this expanson center.

22



